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in this way, and so it may also be explained why an acquirer
of a house in France becomes immediately liable for purely
accidental injuries caused by a collapse of the house.88 No
one will doubt that this liability extends to foreigners.
Applying the law governing the wrong to the accessory
liability of third persons affords, in the eyes of the German
Supreme Court, the additional advantage of consistency in
deciding, under one law, the obligations of both the tortf easor
and his joint debtor in relation to the injured party.89 Also
the assessment of indemnity and contribution between the
codebtors will be facilitated thereby, although, of course,
the internal recourse of one debtor against his faulty associate
is governed, according to its source, by the law governing
the employment contract, the bailment, the parental, or any
other underlying relation.90
(c) Other effects of public policy. While the New York
Court has narrowed the application of a foreign tort law
for the sake of public policy, the Connecticut Court has en-
larged the extraterritorial effect of a statute abnormally.
A statute in the latter state provides that "any person renting
or leasing to another any motor vehicle owned by him shall
be liable for any damage to any person or property caused
by the operation of such motor vehicle-----" The court applied
the provision to an injury occurring outside the state, by
the construction that the statute formed a part of every
contract.91 Thus, by an unprecedented, broad statutory li-
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